IOS                          THE CONTROVERSY

two different lines of argument, each of which must be
considered by itself. There was first the argument from
history and from the terms of the treaty, and this was
relied on to shew that it is for all practical purposes a
lapsed agreement. This line found most favour with
Mr Frelinghuysen, and was followed out in the lengthy
despatch of May 8th, 1882, which is his only contribution
to the controversy1. Then there was the argument from
the nature of the case, put forth by Mr Elaine in 1881,
with the object of shewing that circumstances have so
greatly altered since 1850, as far as the United State.s
are concerned, that they can no longer be expected to
hold themselves bound by the agreements embodied in
the treaty. We will discuss these positions in the order
in which they have been stated, using more freedom than
was possible for a Minister of the Crown, bound by all
the trammels of diplomatic etiquette, and laudably
anxious not to endanger the good feeling which happily
exists between the two great political divisions of the
English-speaking people.

Mr Frelinghuysen refers to the indisputable fact that
the first article of the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty pledges
the contracting parties not to "occupy, or fortify, or
colonize, or assume or exercise any dominion over
Nicaragua, Costa Rica, the Mosquito Coast, or any part
of Central America." He points out that Great Britain
exercises dominion over Belise or British Honduras, and
remarks that "such dominion seems to be inconsistent
with that provision of the treaty which prohibits the
exercise of dominion by Great Britain over any part of
Central America." He further declares that at the time

1 Mr Frelinghuysen to Mr Lowell, United States.   No. 5 (1882.)